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In light of the personal interview on April 4, 2006 with applicants representative 
(Mrs. Laura Moskowltz). Examiner agreed to reconsider claim 13. After a further review 
the examiner concludes as mentioned in the previous office action, that Kano reference 
(U.S. 5,359,513), column 12, lines 44-68, clearly discloses the digital image input device 
supplies the same digitized image to each of the image memories 110, 120 (which 
referred as past image). Each of these memories has a first output, which is received, 
by RIO location. Image memory 120 has a second output, which is received by 
subtraction calculator 210. Local matching is performed in calculator 150, which 
output the result to generator 160 and calculation to memory 170, where the result 
stored in memory 190. A curve-fitting calculator 180 receives the output of memory 170 
and performs the curve fitting function described above. 

The result of this process is stored in memory and subsequently displayed to 
an output display device for viewing by the radiologist. It is obvious that processed 
image that is stored in the memory must be retrieved (fetched) in order to be view by 
the radiologist. Thus Kano does teach the claim limitation as recited in claim 13. 
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